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1  Introduction 
This report corresponds to the second interim evaluation report (D7.3) as defined 

in the proposal. It follows on from the first interim evaluation report D7.2 and 

provides input to the final evaluation report to be delivered end of June 2014, 

following the two month extension of the project. 

 

 
 

This report draws on the evaluation plan (D7.1) and covers the period February 2013 

– January 2014, providing a detailed account of evaluation activity and results 

during this period. It concludes with a series of recommendations for the project to 

consider, based on the areas for improvement emerging from evaluation activities 

and from the evaluator’s observation of the project. 

Before detailing the evaluation activity, it is useful to include here the comments 

made by the evaluator(s) of the project’s progress report and the response to 

these: 
 

From progress report evaluation: 
 

 
 

The project evaluation approach benefits from a well-developed evaluation plan 
promising internal evaluation, designed to examine partner subjective assessment 
of project process and progress, together with external evaluation, design to 
rigorously apply quality assessment methods including EFQM. 
The internal evaluation reporting suggests partner satisfaction, but without any 
supporting data or analysis, and relies on the un-named evaluators personal 
interpretation. The external evaluation is also apparently a summary of the 
interpretation of the evaluator, but without the benefit or support of data, 
analysis, clear basis in methodology (EFQM or otherwise), or evidence that the 
simplistic questionnaire approach fulfils the rigour of EFQM. 
The so-called external evaluation also examines an event goals, audience and 

outcomes. Project evaluation fails to sufficiently examine user satisfaction with 

outputs, or the real impact of the outputs relative to the very ambitious project 

goals. 

This report gives the evaluator’s view of the project at the end of each full year 

of the project. It must cover all results from the project including contributions 

from participants at events who are not project staff – and input from end-users 

(in our case judged as students and staff on OER projects we study). 

 
The evaluator works separately, thus it is not required (and indeed would 

be wrong) that the project team would “ratify” the evaluation report before it 

is produced. It is crucial that the evaluator makes recommendations, not 

just criticisms, and provides mechanisms for the partners to transform these 

recommendations into concrete action plans for the next year – and at the 

end produces some recommendations for future similar projects. 
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Project  response: 

As stated in the proposal, the project evaluation is internal. There is no external 

evaluator. External evaluation is part of the remit of the International Advisory 

Committee. By stating that “external evaluation, [is] design (sic) to rigorously 

apply quality assessment methods including EFQM.” it appears that the evaluator 

of the progress report may have misinterpreted the evaluation plan. 

 
The evaluation report draws on responses to telephone interviews carried out by 

the internal evaluation partner Université de Lorraine (in the person of Deborah 

Arnold, as stated in the proposal, and therefore not unnamed) as well as the 

results of the evaluation activities carried out at the project meeting in Granada 

(September 2012). It thus cannot be said that the evaluation report is the personal 

interpretation of the evaluator. Furthermore, both the proposal and evaluation 

plan clearly describe the internal evaluator’s role: “It is crucial that the evaluator 

makes recommendations,   not just criticisms, and provides mechanisms for the 

partners to transform these recommendations into concrete action plans for the 

next year”. The evaluation report was thus produced with this principle in mind. 

As the evaluation interviews were qualitative rather than quantitative, it was not 

deemed useful to include the raw data in the report. The structure of these 

interviews follows the EFQM framework (thus forming the methodology for the 

evaluation). At no point does the evaluation plan state that EFQM will be applied 

fully, but that it is to be considered a structuring element of the methodology. 

The partners and in particular the internal evaluator accept the remarks about 

the need to focus on user satisfaction with outputs and impact in the second half 

of the project and thus the resources for evaluation will be targeted towards 

these aspects. 

 
It should also be noted at this point that the delay in final delivery of this 

deliverable was due to health issues affecting the internal evaluator at the 

beginning of 2014. Full results of the second evaluation were presented and 

discussed during the Brussels meeting and it was only the writing up of the 

evaluation report which was affected. 

 
 
 

2  Evaluation activity (February 2012-January 2014) 

 
Prior to the third project meeting, which took place in Brussels on December 10th  

– 11th  2013, the evaluator ran an online questionnaire with responses from at 

least one representative of each partner institution. This evaluation activity took 

into account comments from the progress report evaluation, which requested a 

more data-centred approach to evaluation. 

The questionnaire followed the same outline as the telephone interviews 

conducted in September 2012, based on the evaluation framework. A total of 9 

responses were recorded. 
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2.1 Evaluation A: Leadership: 
 

Q1: How would you describe the general leadership of the POERUP 
project? 
 

 
 

The graph above indicates an overall level of satisfaction with leadership, ranging 

from satisfactory (5/9) to excellent (1/9). Only one respondent considered the 

leadership poor. This was addressed during the subsequent project meeting, 

where it was confirmed, as at the 2nd  project meeting in September 2012 that 

there were differing expectations of leadership (some preferring a more directive 

approach). 

 
 

Q2: How would you describe the balance of responsibility between the 
coordinator and the work package leaders? 
 

 
 

The majority of respondents considered the balance of responsibility between the 

coordinator and work packages leaders to be very good or satisfactory. However, 
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the fact that 2 out of 9 (22%) considered this balance to be poor needs to be 

addressed by the project to determine the reasons for this perception and take 

appropriate remedial action. 

Q3: To what extent do you agree or disagree with the following   statement: 
“Project members are motivated, supported and recognised?” 
 

 
 

Again, while the majority of respondents partially or totally agree with the 

statement on motivation and support for project members, there are still 2 out of 

9 who disagree to some extent. The anonymous method of data collection does 

not allow correlation of these responses with those to the previous question. 

However the comments on leadership below give some insights into the 

challenges facing the project and the response of the partners in charge of 

coordination. 

Comments on leadership: 
 

 

SCIENTER bankruptcy is an unexpected and huge challenge for the leadership. As I 

see they do their best in this matter. 

This has been a difficult project to lead for three main reasons: (1) very variable 

commitment from project partners (2) an initially unsatisfactory working 

relationship between the applicant and the project management (3) disruption 

caused by the bankruptcy of SCIENTER, necessitating a re-organisation of work 

scheduling, cash flow issues for some partners and additional unplanned 

management work. 

Considering the problems we have had e.g. switching univs before it even got going 

and then the Uof Leicester's bureaucracy, not to mention the problems with Scienter, 

the leaders have done a great job. 

Paul and Sero provided excellent over all leadership to the project. They were good at 

setting agendas and distributing minutes and other organization tasks. They were 

also supportive and nudged as appropriate. The academic leadership from Leicester 

was not as robust or present. 

Leadership is good. 

Sero is far more active in leadership than Leicester, the distribution of tasks and 

responsibilities should be more balanced. 
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Communication: 
 

Q4: How would you describe the communication between you and the 
other members of the partnership? 
 

 
 

A similar trend to that noted for leadership can also be observed in the responses 

relating to communication, with the majority rating this in a range from 

satisfactory to excellent, and again 2 out of 9 considering communication to 

require improvement. The comments below raise the issues of how to deal with 

less active partners and of the need to take into account different cultures and 

integrate new partners into an already established group. 

Comments on Communication: 
 

 

Communication needs to be two way if it is to be effective; this has not always been 

the case. 

Our project was rather independent and so we had no need of "excellent" 

communications other than with the Sero team. So, I chose Very good because 

whenever communication was needed, it worked. The list kept us well informed of 

developments and changes. 

The staff at Sero were very efficient at attending to concerns or issues. We all used the 

list serve effectively to alert us of new developments. 

Good communication, many of us have worked together before. 

Several partners appear to be disconnected or to make only "pro forma" replies. 

There are a few active partners, others are quiet and/or hard to get input from. 

I am no doubt partially responsible for the lack of communication with the other 

members of the partnership. Having said this, the partnership is made up primarily 

of people who share a common language (English) and culture and/or who have 

worked together previously. I had the feeling they did not make much effort to 

integrate me. 
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Aims: 
 

Q5: How clear to you are the broad aims of the POERUP project? 
 

 
 

All respondents had a clear understanding of the project’s broad aims as can be 

seen from the graph above and from the expression of those aims in partners’ own 

words: 
 

Describe in your own words what these aims are: 
 

 

Get insights into new developments in field of OER, create review of OER initiatives 

and write excellent policy advice. / Application well written. /The project is carrying 

out several researches on OER (country reports, case studies, recommendations for 

universities and colleges) to foster the acceptance and the significance of OER among 

policy makers and decision makers, and the initiation as wider as possible in HE. / 

(1) The compilation of an international inventory of OER initiatives and national 

policies (2) The investigation of the 'communities' behind and within OER initiatives 

and what makes them effective and sustainable (3) the development of policy 

recommendations to foster the uptake of OER: in schools, vocational training and 

higher education, both across the EU and in selected individual countries. / As per 

initial proposal. Inventory, Policy Advice, Case Studies. / To map out the policy 

environment concerning OER and other open initiatives in Europe with some 

e x t e r n a l  countries added. Analysis of the implications of the policies or lack 

thereof is also an important aim. To systematically gather, disseminate and appraise 

the policies enacted by government and academic organizations to support the 

creation  and use of OERs. / Promoting the uptake of OER in Europe through policy 

perspectives, based on sound and extensive empirical evidence. / To develop policies 

for OER uptake for the three formal education sectors with priority given to higher 

education and schools Collect and digest OER policy practices and create reports and 

recommendations. / Write a report per country to present OER policies, to analyse 

and compare these reports; for some partners, produce case studies; for all, to write 

policy recommendations aimed at national decision makers; disseminate the results. 
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Q6: In your opinion, how would you rate the project’s results and actions 
so far in terms of their contribution to meeting these aims? 
 

 
 

The vast majority (8 out of 9) consider the project on track to meeting its aims. 
 
 
 

Q7: The staff resources are sufficient to achieve the aims of POERUP 
 

 
 

Although no partner answered ‘totally agree’ to this question and 2 ‘partially 

disagree’, it appears that the project has sufficient staff resources to achieve its 

aims. In the context of the project having to redistribute activity following the 

bankruptcy of one partner, this can be seen as a fairly positive reaction. 

However, responses to this question need to be considered in parallel to the 

results of Q9 below. 
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Q8: Information, knowledge and technology are identified and exploited to 
the benefit of the project: 
 

 
 

The results above show overall satisfaction with the mobilisation of information, 

knowledge and technology. As has been mentioned previously (see comments 

r e l a t i n g  to Communication), one of the strengths of the project has been the 

sharing of key developments in the field: “The list kept us well informed of 

developments and changes”, “We all used the list serve effectively to alert us (sic) 

of new developments.” 

 
 

Q9: People resources are planned, managed, stimulated and improved 
 

 
 

The results here show a few issues with the management of people resources, 

which the project should address in forthcoming online meetings. 
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Q10: Internal and external partnerships are managed and structured to 
create and maximise value for each party (win/win) 
 

 
 

The results here show an equal distribution of responses, with the majority 

showing satisfaction with the way internal and external partnerships have been 

managed. 

 
 

Q11: What works well for you in POERUP 
 

 
 
 

In answer to this question, partners highlighted a number of positive aspects of the 

project, with the main trends being the quality of research (and researchers), the 

quality and usefulness of certain results (policy, country reports) and management 

/ communication aspects. 

Expertise of partners' collaboration within WP3; collaboration with third 

partner; selection of case studies; policy advice formats 

Information flow from Paul about news 

lots of participation on events 

(1) Online meetings (2) Communication with the Commission (3) Research and 

policy preparation 

Good quality research(ers) 

The Face-to-face and audio teleconference meetings were well organized and 

documented. The various work packages seemed to have been completed and mostly 

on time. 

Good collaboration, good balance of empirical work and policy perspectives. 

Policies WP seems to be working better than others despite the clash with the 

EU's own work 

Know-how and expertise is present, there are strong good names in the consortium. 

The results are for the most part very rich (country reports) 
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Q12: What could be improved? 
 

 
 

The responses to this question highlight a number of areas for improvement, all 

of which have been addressed by the project during the face to face or online 

meetings. In particular, dissemination efforts are to be stepped up in the 

remaining months of the project, in order to address the progress report 

evaluation recommendations to focus on impact. 

 

What kind of problems have you encountered so far, if any? 
 

 
 

From the problems noted above, it can be seen that several refer to 

administrative difficulties, which have proved a challenge for the project. Others 

concern an understanding and interpretation of the project work plan and 

deliverables, which would appear contradictory to the response to Q5 on the 

understanding of project aims. 

Nothing so far. 

The membership of IAC is not fixed therefore the invitation for the IAC meeting was 

not well organised and reasoned. 

(1) Uncertainty about terminology and definitions of key terms (2) bankruptcy of a 

partner (3) partner agreements (4) tardiness of some partners in completing 

assignments and responding to requests (5) policy statements from the Commission - 

sometimes  contradictory. 

We still have not been reimbursed for our expenditures or time spent on the project 

from Univ. of Leicester. 

None. 

Delays in case studies but reasons for this are often outside project's control. 

Administrative difficulties and inconsistencies, not strong enough observation of 

original project plans, deliverable descriptions and deadlines. Travel budget is 

l i m i t e d , while there are events where we could promote POERUP (thanks to our 

well- known experts). / Administrative difficulties. 

Dissemination. 

Systematic work, implementation. 

Several deliverable are overdue, and mostly their reason is not clear enough. The role 

of IAC. 

(1) Organisation of dissemination: availability of promotional materials, frequency of 

newsletters, preparation of report templates etc etc. (2) Effort from some partners 

More time and energy could have been spent by the partners in assessing, analysing 

and comparing rather than merely collecting OER policies. 

More money would be useful for dissemination purposes. 

Newsletter, web site and leaflets, but hard to do without full-hearted cooperation 

from partners 

Leicester should be more active. Administrative burdens slow down our operations 

and necessitate unforeseen tasks and delays. 

Coordination, even though there has been progress. 
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Areas for improvement: 
 

Comparison between Intermediate Evaluation 1 (September 2012) and 

Intermediate Evaluation 2 (November 2013): 

 
In September 2012, the main key areas for improvement were considered to be 

internal communication from both a project management perspective and 

in terms of facilitating in depth discussion around notions central to the project 

in order to reach a shared understanding of the complex and changing nature 

of OER. A third point concerned the need to address how the project could 

better engage w i t h  external stakeholders. 

 
The next section of the questionnaire went back to these action points 

decided on in Granada (September 2012). The table below indicates 

whether partners considered that the action points had been sufficiently taken up 

by the project in the period September 2012-November 2013. 

 
 
 
 

 Implemented 

well 

Implemented 

partially 

Not 

implemented 

No longer 

relevant 

Project management, teambuilding and internal communication 

Monthly status update from 

coordination 
2 4 2 1 

Provide face to face meeting 

agenda for discussion early 
4 2 1 1 

Use clear email subjects, 

especially when using 

mailing list 

 
4 

 
3 

 
1 

 
0 

Internal discussion about ideas, strategy and the big picture 

Restrict information flow to 

allow discussion 
4 2 1 0 

Focus more clearly on main 

issues and increase 

involvement 

 
2 

 
4 

 
2 

 
0 

Improve front page layout of 

wiki to make info easier to 

find 

 
1 

 
5 

 
4 

 
0 

Identify different foci for 

discussion and attribute to a 

discussion leader 

 
1 

 
4 

 
3 

 
0 
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 Implemented 

well 

Implemented 

partially 

Not 

implemented 

No longer 

relevant 

Reaching external stakeholders 

Be more concrete about IAC, 

individuals and key players 

as identified in reports 

 
2 

 
2 

 
4 

 
0 

Improve country reports as 

strong input for policy 

advice at a later point 

 
2 

 
4 

 
1 

 
1 

Identify the interests of 

different stakeholders 

(publishers, learners, 

practitioners, policy makers) 

and take into account 

different levels of OER 

maturity in different 

countries. 

 

 

 

 
2 

 

 

 

 
4 

 

 

 

 
1 

 

 

 

 
0 

Articulate the vision of 

POERUP and clearly 

communicate it via IAC, 

professional bodies, social 

media, and conferences. 

 

 
2 

 

 
5 

 

 
1 

 

 
0 

Set up a contact list for key 

individuals involved in OER 

and their level of expertise. 

 
1 

 
2 

 
2 

 
1 

 

 

Analysis and recommendations: 

 
The tables above suggest that respondents considered most action points to have 

b e e n  implemented well or partially, with the exception of being more concrete about 

the IAC and the setting up of a contact list of key individuals involved in OER. It 

should be noted that the project includes a number of key individuals highly active in 

the field of OER, intervening regularly at high profile events and with shared 

networks of other experts. The formalisation of these contacts in the form of a list 

w a s  thus considered less of a priority than that of ensuring visibility of POERUP 

(and thus reaching such experts) through dissemination actions, although the 

evaluator would still recommend the setting up of such a list within the 

framework of WP6 (IAC and exploitation) as a means to ensure continued 

impact of POERUP after the project lifetime. 

On the whole, considerable efforts have been made in terms of project management 

and communication, and these are largely recognised by project partners. 

The question of improvement of the front page of the wiki remains to be 

addressed fully and the project should thus discuss the importance of 

this, with respect to the availability of resources in the last months of the 

project. 
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2.2 Evaluation B (IAC meetings) 
 Vision, objectives and means to achieving them 

 IAC meetings 

 Policy impact 
 

As has already been mentioned, the question of the definition and organisation of 

the IAC is a recurrent one and one which has been highlighted in responses to the 

online questionnaire. As reported in Internal intermediate evaluation 1, one of the   

challenges faced by the project is the limited availability of (and funding for) 

potential members to attend specific meetings combined with competing demands 

on the time of such people when meetings are organised around existing 

conferences. 

 
The project thus decided to mobilise the potential of workshops organised within 

the framework of such conferences to build an international community around 

OER. 

 
Three such events took place in the period February 2013 to January 2014. The 
evaluation is based on reports of these three IAC workshops (see deliverables D6.5.1, 
D6.5.2 and D6.5.3) and on participation of the internal evaluator at the second IAC 
workshop. 
 

March 2013: IAC Workshop, Nottingham, UK 
 

Participants:  

18 participants from outside the project: UK (10), Saudi Arabia (1), Spain (3), Brazil (2), 
Germany (1), Sweden (1). 

5 POERUP representatives. 
 

Themes covered:  

Review of POERUP public progress report, country reports, case studies, policy and the 
Paris OER declaration. 
 

Key Results: 

Useful input from the IAC on both country reports and case studies as well as a greater 
shared understanding of the implications of the Paris OER declaration. 

 

June 2013: IAC meeting at EDEN Annual Conference in Oslo, NO 
 

Participants:  

12 participants from outside the project: Romania (1), Hungary (1), Germany (2), USA (1), 
Norway (3), Turkey (1), Estonia (1), Finland (1), Lithuania (1). 

6 POERUP representatives. 
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Themes covered:  

Minutes of 1st IAC workshop, presentation of preliminary findings of 125 notable OER 

initiatives, classification of OER initiatives, OER policy discussion, support from IAC 

members. 

Key Results: 

Agreement on a working definition of 'Notable' OER initiatives. Greater clarity on the 

relationship between top-down policy and grassroots initiatives. 

 

December 2013: IAC workshop at Media & Learning conference, Brussels, 
BE 
 

Participants:  

10 participants from outside the project: Italy (1), Spain (3), Ireland (1), Romania (1), 

Poland (1), Estonia (1), Germany (1), Greece (1) 

Including policy and media experts, Ministry representatives. 

2 POERUP representatives. 

 

Themes covered:  

Presentation of POERUP aims, objectives, achievements and draft policy 

recommendations, discussion on policy recommendations (with particular focus on 

teacher training and continuous professional development / certification and 

accreditation). 

 

Key Results: 

POERUP policy recommendations published on Open Education Europa portal but no 

comments received to date. 

 

 

Evaluator’s conclusions: 
 
As can be seen from the participants’ lists included in deliverables D6.5.1, D6.5.2 and 

D6.5.3, the three IAC workshops brought together different groups of people each time. 

This is a direct consequence of the project’s decision to organise IAC events within existing 

conferences for the reasons already given. While this strategy obviously widened the base 

for IAC participation and proved highly useful in terms of awareness raising and linking 

up with other initiatives, it did result in the events being isolated from each other, thus 

making follow up from one event to the other less easy to track. Input was thus often 

limited to the time in the workshops, though some synergies, such as those with IPTS, 

have proved more substantial and longer term. 
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2.3 Evaluation C (Workshops) 
 
The scope of this area of the evaluation covers both dissemination workshops and 

webinars organised centrally by the project dissemination team as part of WP5 and 

workshops with national OER initiatives under WP6 Exploitation. It does not cover 

workshops run by and presentations given by individual project team members. 

The basis for the evaluation is formed by analysis of the reports on these events and of 

information collected in the Dissemination Graph (Deliverables 5.5.1, 5.5.2, 5.6.1, 5.6.2, 

5.6.3 and 6.4). 

This report covers workshops run in the period December 2012 – December 2013. 

 

WP5: workshops and webinars 
 
A total of 5 workshops were organised during this period, including two pre-conference 

workshops at Online Educa Berlin and three webinars. 

In addition, POERUP also organized a combined workshop / webinar at EDEN 2013 

(Oslo), a presentation/workshop session at the EFQUEL Innovation Forum in Barcelona 

(September 2013) and contributed to the first EDEN Synergy conference in Budapest, in 

October 2013, organising a policy round table and a consultation with Hungarian 

stakeholders. 

From the data available in the dissemination graph, and taking into account that some 

figures refer to total conference participation rather than attendance at specific POERUP 

events, it can be deduced that these events directly reached a total of approximately 200 

stakeholders. 

Notable in terms of policy impact was the inclusion of POERUP cited as a reference of 

good practice by the EACEA in a presentation at the EDEN Annual Conference 2013. 

 

WP6: workshops with national OER initiatives 
 

As reported in D6.4, workshops were organised in the Netherlands and the UK (Scotland 

and Wales).  

Total number of participants: 105 (NL: 85; UK 20). 

One of the most significant outcomes of these workshops was the identification of threats 

and opportunities presented by open and online education in the participating 

institutions. 

 

Evaluator’s remarks: 

The evaluator recommends producing a digest of the threats and opportunities identified 

during the strategic workshops as a useful tool for dissemination purposes, with a view to 

furthering policy discussions at institutional, government and EU level. 
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2.4 Evaluation D (Deliverables) 
With a view to evaluating the usefulness of key deliverables and their potential 

for impact beyond the project, respondents to the online questionnaire run in 

November 2013 were asked to rate them on a scale from ‘Extremely useful’ to 

‘Could be approved’. As not all deliverables were scheduled to be available at the 

time of the questionnaire, a further option ‘Not able to say’ was provided. 

 

How would you rate the usefulness of the following key deliverables for 
their target audience? 

Country reports WP2 
 

 
 
 
 

Case studies WP3 
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EU-level policy recommendations: WP4 
 

 
 

National policy recommendations: WP4 
 

 
 

International Advisory Committee (IAC): WP6 
 

 

 
 

 
The majority of deliverables were considered ‘satisfactory’ to ‘extremely useful’ by  
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the project members who completed the survey. The project is aware of the need 

to improve a certain number, including the necessary updating of country reports 

to take into account changes in policy and evolution of OER initiatives since the 

report were first written. 

Taking into account the recommendation to focus closely on Impact in the second   

half of the project, the following question enabled respondents to share their views 

on expected impact and impact they could already identify in the period covered 

by the evaluation. These points were discussed at the face to face meeting in 

Brussels and followed up by regular email communication. 

 

What impact do you expect POERUP’s outcomes to have in your country? 
Or what impact can already be identified? 
 
 

Impact on policy advice. We have strong connections with policy field. Need a 

bit more concrete outputs in the future. 

Very little impact at English government level, owing to lack of interest from 

government. May have some impact in further education, but starting from a very 

low base. Unlikely to have much impact in schools sector, owing to its 

fragmentation and lack of awareness. May have more impact in Scotland and 

Wales, where there is at least some attempt to debate and develop policies, albeit 

there are more words than actions, particularly in Scotland. 

Canada has fallen far behind in OER policy development. With these reports, we 

are much more able to make a case that at least provincial, if not national policies 

are necessary for us to both stay competitive and to harvest the benefits from 

OERs. We also benefit from being able to re use language in our policy that has 

been adopted elsewhere. 

Better awareness of improving the uptake of OER 

UK is three main countries and the impact is more in two than the other one but 

this is due to many factors not under the control of the project 

Give visibility to French initiatives and raise awareness in France of initiatives 

in other countries in order to be inspired by the most significant. 
 
 

 

Finally, project members were asked to identify the main priorities for the project 

in the last 4 months (January to April 2014, since extended to June 2014). 

 

What in your opinion should be the priorities for the project in the last 4 
months? 
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3  Conclusion and recommendations 
 

This interim evaluation report thus provides an account of the implementation of 

the evaluation plan (D7.1) in the second year of the project (January to 

December 2013). As has been seen, the main activities planned have been carried 

out, although certain adjustments have been necessary in order to remain 

consistent with adjustments in the project activities themselves. The challenge is 

thus to help the project remain on track while accepting that external factors may 

mean that the project needs to reassess its focus from time to time. 

 
In terms of recommendations for the project, the evaluator strongly encourages 

the project management and partners to take note of the points raised in this 

report, in particular the focus on dissemination and assessing impact. The final 

evaluation report, which will be delivered in June 2014 to take into account the 

extension of the project, will include further details of identified impact. 

In conclusion, the project is well aware of its strengths and the areas for 

improvement  on which it needs to focus, as well as of the importance and 

complexity of the field in which it is working. The evaluator will continue to 

support the team in refining and implementing the appropriate Q A  mechanisms 

and believes the project has the potential to achieve its aims. 

Dissemination 

Concentrate on deliverables 

Finish the deliverables. 

(1) Updating country reports and promoting the wiki (2) Completing all policy 

recommendation papers and assessing their short term and potential longer term 

impact (3) Ensuring that a project amendment is speedily agreed, and provides for 

clear and manageable responsibilities in completing the workplan 

We need to document the accomplishments of the project for example. The POERUP 

report on Canada provided an impetus for two provincial governments to consider 

and then approve initiatives support OER (BC & AB). We also need to thoroughly edit 

all reports and insure consistency and index to allow for easy comparison across 

countries and regions. We also note that that POERUP leaders in Canada have been 

invited to Ontario, the largest province for discussion on OER implementation and 

policies and we hope this can be done within the project time lines 

Wide dissemination particularly at the policy level 

Finish off national policies (EU policies largely complete) finish off good case studies 

update country reports with relevant information 

Mainstreaming of results 

Achieve all the objectives according to the initial workplan. 


